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The Syrian Orthodox Church of Malabar has, according to the 
Living Church of February 12, settled a schism of many years’ 


standing by an arrangement among the eleven Bishops of the 
Church reached on January 12 at Chingavanam, Travancore, 
South India. This news item was followed by an article in the 
same paper, dated March 19, written: by the Rev. K. M. Simon, 


general secretary of the Knanya diocese of the Syrian. Church, 


at Kottayam, South India. He says, inter alia: 

‘ The reconciliation was citected on January 12, 1950, at the 
end of a three-day round table conference between the bishops 
of the Patriarch and Catholicos parties. This conference was 
held at Mar Ephrem Seminary, which ts the headquarters of the 


Knanya diocese, at Chingavanam, in South India. It came as— 


- the climax of a_persistent “and powerful peace drive by the Peace 
League, an organization formed by the youth of the Church to 


bring reunion in the Church. 
‘ It is interesting to note that when the conference threatened 


to break down, the Peace League resorted to the now famous 
Gandhian method of satyagraha : the Peace League thereby sought 


to lead the conference to the necessity of reconciliation by holding 
a non-violent fast. until peace was re-established in the Church, 


This is perhaps the first time this method has been used in a 


Christtan context. The action, as much as anything else, opened 
the minds and hearts of the bishops and paved the way for a 
gracious and complete reconciliation. The selfless efforts and 
sacrifices of these hundréds of young people for the true good of 
their Church is a commendable mark of devotion. 

‘* The final agreement signed by all bishops of both parties has 
been forwarded by the delegate of the Holy See of Antioch in 
India to the Patriarch in Homs, Syria, for his confirmation. 

‘* The agreement is based on two general principles. First, the 
Patriarch of Antioch is reeognizéd as supreme head of the Malabar 
Church. Secondly, the Church of Malabar is to be autonomous 
under an Indian Catholicos elected by the Indian Church.” 


* * 


The United Church of Christ, of whose proposed formation we 


wrote in Faith and Unity of July and August, 1949, has come to. 


grief over legal difficulties. A Brooklyn Congregational Church 
saoheabed] in the civil court “ that the General Council ‘ has not 
now, and never had power or authority’ to make any commit- 
ments binding on its member churches and therefore cannot effect 


mergers on their behalf ’’ (Living Church, Feb. 5, 1950). The court 


upheld the plea and the proposed union has fallen through. 
* * 


The C.D.C.P. Accounts for 1949 have now been audited and may 
be summarized as follows :—- 


Receipts 
Balance from 1948 .. ive 108 
Donations, collections, ete. 270 
Sale of literature ... 37 
£790 
Payments 
Secretary—Salary and Expenses... sini 309 
Travelling Expenses—Council and Representatives bie 94 
Day of Prayer—Printing and Advertising... vee 54 
Literature ... 4m 
Faith and Unity—Printing Distribution 242 
Balance to 1950 ... 27 
£790 
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THE ORTHODOX CHURCH AND 
REUNION SCHEMES 


According to the Orthodox Confession of Metropolitan Peter 
Mogila, which can be taken as representing the official teaching 
of the Orthodox Church, as it was endorsed by all Orthodox 
Patriarchates, the Church is one, holy, catholic and apostolic, 
according to the doctrine of the Apostle (2 Cor. xi. 2), “I have 
espoused you to one husband, that I may present you asachaste, _ 
virgin to Christ.’’ For like as Christ is only one, so His spouse 


- also can be but one, as is manifest from the Epistle to the Ephe- 


sians (iv. 5), “‘ One Lord, one faith, one baptism, one God and 
Father of all ’’ (The Orthodox Confession, London, 1898, p. 65). 

‘‘ Every Christian ought to submit himself and be obedient to 
the Church. This Christ Himself teacheth (Matt. xviii. 17). ‘ If 
he neglect to hear the church, let him be unto thee as an heath- 
en man and a publican.’ And the Church is so fully empowered, 
that she hath authority in her General Councils to examine and 
warrant the Scriptures, to enquire into the behaviour and judge 
of Patriarchs, Popes, Bishops, and all others, and to inflict.severe 
canonical punishment upon them according to their offences. 
For it is, the pillar and ground of truth, as the Apostle says 
(x Tim. iii. 15), “ That thou mayest know how thou oughtest to 
behave thyself in the house of God, which is the church of the 
Living God, the pillar and ground of truth ' "’ (24rd. p. 68). 

The Orthodox believe that the Church is infallible. “‘ We 


undoubtingly confess as sure truth, that the Catholic Church 


cannot sin, or err, not utter falsehood in place of truth: for the 
Holy Ghost ever working through His faithful ministers, the 
Fathers and Doctors of the Church, preserves her from all error "’ 
(Missive of the Eastern Patriarchs on the Orthodox F aith, Art. 12, 
quoted in the Doctrine of the Russian Church, Aberdeen, 1845, 


pp. 80-81). 


No DocTRINAL COMPROMISE 
The Orthodox Church believes herself to be one, holy, catholic 


and apostolic, founded by Christ and unable to err. As such she 


can never be divided, but individual Christians and local churches 
may leave her, becoming thereby either schismatics or heretics. 
They may return only by professing her faith 1m toto. No doctrinal | 
compromise is possible, nor ambiguous formulae covering real 


and deep cleavage in teaching. 
The Orthodox Delegation at the Lausanne Conference of the 


Faith and Order Movement in 1927 stated in its Declaration : 


‘In matters of Faith and Conscience there 1s room for no com- 


promise, For us, two different meanings cannot be covered by, 


and two different concepts cannot be deduced from, the same 
words of a generally agreed statement. Nor can we Orthodox 
hope that an agreement reached upon such statements Would 
remain lasting. We Orthodox cannot conceive a United Church 
in which some of its members would hold that there is only one 
source of Divine Revelation, namely, Holy Scripture alone, but 
others affirm that Apostolic Tradition is the necessary completion 
of Holy Scripture. While the full freedom accorded in the Report 
to each Church to use its own Confession of Faith would make 
those Confessions of indifferent value to themselves, on the other 
hand, nothing but confusion as to the one conception of the 
‘Faith could arise in the single Church thus united. . . ; 


‘* Therefore, the mind of the Orthodox Church is that Reunion. 


can take place only on the basis of the common Faith and Con: 
fession of the ancient, undivided Church of the seven Oecumenical 
Councils and of the first eight centuries. ... We cannot entertain 
the idea of a Reunion which is confined to a few common points 
of verbal statement, for according to the Orthodox Church, where 
the totality of the Faith is absent, there can be no communio in 
sacris’’ (Faith and Order, Proceedings of the World C onference, 
lausanne. S.C.M., London, 1927, pp. 384-5). 

A very similar Declaration was read also in E -dinburgh in 1933 

According to the Orthodox teaching, without a complete 
doctrinal agreement there can be no communio in sacris. Those 
Orthodox clergy and laity who would act otherwise would 
-cparate themselves ipso facto from the Orthodox Communion, 
becoming either schismatics or heretics. No Orthodox Bishop, 
priest or layman, nor a diocese, nor a Patriarchate, can join with 
any other Christian body under the pretext of promoting general 
reunion, unless that body clearly and unequivocally agrees to 
profess the Orthodox faith in toto. Those who do otherwise hire 
excommunicated, and those who abet such acts incur a similar 
penalty. 

‘Such things occasionally happen. In the beginning of the 
Russian Revolution an Ukrainian Archpriest of advanced views, 
Vassili Lipkivski, wanted to found an independent Ukrainian 
Church with the liturgy in the vernacular, married Bishops, etc. 
The Patriarchate of Moscow, under whom the Ukrainian dioceses 
were situated, refused his demands. The Archpriest decided to 
go forward nevertheless. .As he was unable to find a single 
Orthodox Bishop willing to help him, he convened in 1gar in 
Kiev an assembly of his followers, priests and laymen, who 
consecrated him Bishop, advancing the usual presbyterian 
justifications. Lipkivski then consecrated several Bishops more. 
No Orthodox Church recognized the validity of these ordinations. 
During the German occupation of the Ukraine (1941-1944), some 
Ukrainian Orthodox prelates under the pretext of achieving 
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rehgious unity in the Ukraine began to communicate with these 
people. Consequently they separated themselves from the 
Orthodox Church and incurred the same penalties. 


ADMISSION TO COMMUNION 


The Orthodox Church admits to her communion only those 
Christian bodies who profess her faith. The manner of reception 
of those bodies into the Orthodox Church varies from time to 
time and from place to place. Generally speaking the Orthodox 
Church does not recognize in heretics and schismatics either the 
priesthood or the other sacraments, baptism included: neither 
does it recognize any hierarchical succession among them. The 
Russian schismatics, who received their orders from the Living 
Church prelates, who were all-validly ordained themselves, were 
received back as mere laymen even if they were Bishops in the 
Living Church and were ordained with every ss intention and 
according to the proper ritual. 


According to the Orthodox, sacramental grace does not exist 
outside the only true Church of Christ, yet some Christians may 
be recetved without re-baptism or re-ordination because the 
very manner of their reception, so te say, confers upon them the 
grace in question. Therefore a Roman or Armenian priest 
received by an Orthodox Bishop remains a priest ; but if he is 
received by a priest, he is merely admitted as a layman. The 
episcopal reception is then a substitute for ordination. To be 
received in this way a clergyman must belong to a body where 
Apostolic Succession was preserved and sacraments were adminis- — 
tered: in a valid form. Such is the current practice. The late 
Metropolitan Anthony of Kiev, a great*Orthodox divine, described 
why there is no need to reordain the Anglican clergy in his 
article in The Christian East (London, June 1927). So long as the 
Anglicans adhere to their present teaching, expressed in the 
Praver Book; and move towards the ancient tradition, reunion 
between them and the Orthodox remains possible. It would 
becoine otherwise if either the Apostolic Succession or valid forms 
of sacraments should be abandoned. , 


S. BOLSHAKOFF. 


y 


Dr. Bolshakoff, Christ C Oxford, is a Russian Orthodox 
scholar and theologian, author of Christian Unity, The Doctrine 
of the Unity of the Church tn the Works of K via 68 and Moehler, 
founder of the Orthodox Confraternity of St. Benedict, and Secre- 
tary of St. John Damascene Society.—-Ed. 
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THE APPROACH REUNION 
IV.--THE CREEDS 


‘It doesn’t matter what you believe; it’s the life you live 
that matters.’’ So runs the modern heresy to end all heresy, the 
Song of Freedom with which the majority of people who think 
that a little religion is a good thing and proclaim their emancipa- 
tion from the slavery of the Creeds of the Church, that awful 
monster which says, “‘ This is what you must believe.’’ You can 
almost hear the clank of the chains and smell the dismal dank 
dungeons as some Christians speak with pride of their freedom 
from Creeds, and of the glorious liberty of belief which they enjoy. 
Words like Truth and Heresy, Right or Wrong Belief, are out of 
fashion in this freedom loving age, which thinks that Truth is all 
a matter of opinion, and says with all the conviction of any other 
creed that it doesn’t matter what you believe. 


BELIEF MATTERS 


Doesn't it really matter? Is it of no importance.at all what 
you believe about those things growing in the field, which might 
either be delicious mushrooms or poisonous toadstools? Try 
eating them and see. (‘It’s the life you live that matters."’) See 
“if it really is a matter of indifference whether your belief about 
them is true or not. Or, just for the fun of it, try believing that 
your train to-morrow morning will wait for you if you are late, - 
and have an extra hour in bed on the strength of it. Of course 
belief matters, and the rightness or wrongness of belief matters. 
Hundreds of times a day our actions are determined by our 
beliefs, whether they are consciously formulated or not. And 
if our actions and their results are governed by our beliefs about 
small things like the difference between mushrooms and toad- 
stools, why should it be supposed that it doesn’t matter what we 
believe about the big things, about God and Man and the world, 
and the purpose of it all, when in fact those are the only things 
that really matter in the long run? The trouble with the world 
to-day is not so much that men do the wrong things, but that 
‘they believe the wrong things. And if we believe the wrong. 
things about God and Man, the results are bound to be far worse 
than believing the wrong things about the difference between 
mushrooms and toadstools. 

Right belief is necessary to right conduct. That is why the 
condition of admission to the Christian Church from the start | 
was a profession of belief. It was a society which made the daring © 
claim that it held the Truth revealed by God Himself, and 
entrusted in its wholeness to the Church. That j is how we came | 
by the Creeds. They began as the Church’s declaration of the 
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Faith, the expression in a convenient form of this startling claim 


' to be made by all who would join this society as a sign that they 


renounced all claim to their own private opinions on these matters, 
and submitted to the Faith of the Church. Of course there were 
always individuals who wanted to substitute private opinions for 
the Church's Faith, just as there are Bishops even who do to-day. 
They recite the Creed, but add, “ This is what 7 mean by it,” 
and then proceed to explain it in a way contrary to that of the 
Church. That is why we have the Nicene Creed, as an expansion 
of the Apostles’ Creed, defining more clearly certain phrases 
which had allowed of more than one interpretation. But the same 
process of misinterpretation continues to~this day with the 
Nicene Creed. There have always been those who could ignore 
the fact that, like the Holy Scriptures, the Creeds belong to the 
Church, and are to be understood in the sense that she under- 
stands them. Once again we-see the importance of the Tradition 
of the Faith, the handing-on of the whole Revelation of the Truth 
in and through Christ Jesus, and from Him to the Apostles and 
the whole Church for all time, the tradition of which the Creeds 


are but the summary. 


THe CREEDS A MINIMUM STANDARD OF FAITH 


That is why the Chicago-Lambeth Quadrilateral included the 
Creeds as one of the four foundation stones upon which any 
reunion scheme must be built. That is why we must insist on the 
Creeds as the minimum expression of the true Faith, to be under- 
stood in the sense that the Church has always understood them. 
This means an “ All-or-Nothing ’’ attitude which will earn us the 
reputation of arrogance. It does sound rather arrogant. It 
always has, even to the intellectuals of the first century. But we 
can take comfort from the fact that it is not really so; we are 
not saying, “‘ This is my opinion ; this is what / say the truth is ; 
and you must accept what / say.’’ Rather we are saying, ‘‘ We 
are members of the Catholic Church who believe that this is what 
Christ says is the truth, and which He has handed on to us ; and 
we cannot betray any part of this whole truth without being 
false to Him.’’ Logically, any other use of the Creeds as a basis 
of reunion is equivalent to saying, * Let ’s not bother about them 
at all; we'll agree on a shorter creed, providing some rather 
vague limits within which members may believe what they like.”’ 
To say, for example, as the Church of South India does, “‘ The 
unititig Churches accept the fundamental truths embodied in the 
Creeds, .. . but do not intend thereby to demand the assent of 
individuals to every word and phrase in them, or to exclude 


reasonable libertv of interpretation "’ (Basis of Reunion, p. 5) 
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